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pean affairs; for that portion of it we are now considering
was framed after careful negotiations with Mr Canning,
then Foreign Minister of Great Britain, and was directed
against the Holy Alliance. It was an interference justi-
fied by American interests; for the Alliance was con-
templating at the time the re-conquest for Spain of its
revolted transatlantic colonies; but nevertheless it was
an interference. Thus the very doctrine which is relied
upon to shew that there is in political matters a Chinese
wall of separation between the Old World and the New,
affords conspicuous proof to the contrary. And just as
American interference in European affairs is permissible
when American interests are clearly involved; so is Euro-
pean interference in American affairs justifiable, if definite
and unmistakable European interests are concerned. The
Monroe Doctrine objected to the trajection of European
state systems across the Atlantic; but it did not declare
for the closure of the American hemisphere to European
diplomacy. This is abundantly clear from subsequent
history, as well as from the words of the declaration.
The Clayton-Bulwer Treaty, and the long negotiations
which centred round it, shew that the statesmen of the
Union recognized the fact that Europe and their own
continent had some affairs in common.

Mr Blaine and Mr Frelinghuysen evidently imagined
that an international guarantee of the neutrality of the
Panama Canal would introduce the European state
system into the American continent. They therefore
fell back on the Monroe Doctrine, and declared that
such a guarantee was inadmissible. We have already in-
sisted upon the obvious retort that the United States are
bound by treaty to admit the cooperation they objected
to, and that the treaty obligations of a state are superior in